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PER CURI AM

Appel lant, Mary F. Smith, seeks review of the Secretary of
Heal th and Human Service's final decision denying her claimfor a
period of disability, disability insurance benefits, suppl enental
security inconme, and wi dow s i nsurance benefits. Smth's treating
physician, Dr. George R Kilpatrick, found Smth to be disabl ed.
The Adm nistrative Law Judge considered the nedical evidence
I ncl udi ng the exam nations by Dr. Kilpatrick and a second doct or,
Dr. Lawrence S. Slotnick, as well as Smth's testinony. Based upon
this evidence, the Adm nistrative Law Judge determ ned that Smith
s not entitledto disability benefits because her condition all ows
her to perform"light |evel work," and therefore that she is able
to performher previous work as a pill inspector and small parts
I nspector. The Appeals Council denied Smth's request to review
the decision of the Adm nistrative Law Judge. Smith noved in the
district court for judgnent reversing the decision of the Secre-
tary. The district court, upon Recommendation from the United
St at es Magi strate Judge, denied Smth's notion and granted defen-
dant's notion for judgnent on the pleadings.

We have read the briefs, heard oral argunent, and thoroughly
considered the parties' contentions. W conclude that the Adm n-
I strative Law Judge's determ nation is supported by substantia

evidence and therefore affirmthe holding of the district court.
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